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Abstract
Despite the extensive studies about KM over the past
four decades, the discipline still lacks a clear and
practically comprehensive understanding of how KM can
be integrated into enterprise systems. To a high degree,
the issue is associated with the ambiguous assumptions
taken by organizations about knowledge. Many of the
assumptions of information systems theories about
knowledge require revision, particularly how knowledge
is managed. Conceptualizing knowledge as processed
data and information has led contemporary design and
implementation of enterprise systems to fail to capture the
complexity of knowledge. In this article, we critically
examine these views. We argue that the answer to the
question as to how and to what extent enterprise systems
can support KM, depends on the assumptions that
organizations take towards the nature and sources of
knowledge. To address this question, we introduce the
concept of Knowledge Identity (KI) and a model of
Enterprise Knowledge Integration.

1. Introduction
Over the past four decades, there have been
intensive discussions about the importance of
knowledge management (KM) in organizations.
Knowledge has been identified as an essential capital
and “the most strategic resource” [1, p. 32], a resource
that needs to be effectively managed to enable
organizations to adapt to the continuing changes of the
business environment and to sustain competitive
advantage [2]. In a rapidly changing business
environment, with ever-increasing volumes of data and
information, the ability of an organization to create,
share, and implement knowledge based on this deluge
of data and information poses significant challenges. To
this end, considerable scholarly attention has focused on
understanding how technology, especially information
systems, contribute to the effective management of
knowledge [3][4][5]. Understanding the importance of
KM, many organizations have formulated their
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strategies and designed business processes to promote
knowledge and KM [6][7].
In the information systems discipline, knowledge is
treated as a set of processed data and information in what
is known as the Data-Information-Knowledge (DIK)
pyramid [9]. Although this approach has made a significant
contribution to our understanding of knowledge, it fails to
capture the complexity and multidimensionality of
knowledge and knowledge sources such as social
interactions. The vague distinction between knowledge,
information, and data in the DIK pyramid blurs the
differences so that it is almost impossible to determine
whether what is talked about in the KM studies or practices
is knowledge, information, or data.
Given that organizational KM initiatives heavily
rely on information systems, the non-technological
aspects of knowledge that differentiate knowledge from
data and information are often omitted in the design and
implementation of enterprise systems. Examples of
these aspects are that knowledge is personal and
embedded in people [10][11] and that knowledge
engages human context [12] and community [13]. We
further discuss these aspects later on in this article.
Despite the overwhelming popularity of KM
discourses and practices among academics and
practitioners, one major omission in the extant literature is
that how the assumptions taken by organizations towards
the nature and sources of knowledge influence the design
and implementation of information systems to manage
knowledge. This is a significant oversight from both
theoretical and practical perspectives. Theoretically,
although the nature of knowledge has been the focus of
philosophical discourses for centuries, leading to a diverse
range of theoretical and philosophical stances towards the
nature of knowledge, most empirical studies about KM
continue to draw upon a positivist approach. That is, most
studies of KM assume knowledge can be stored, shared,
and implemented the same way as data and information are
dealt with. The assumption suggests a level of equivalence
between information and knowledge, something that is
deeply contrary to other notions of knowledge such as an
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embodied quality or knowledge as a social phenomenon.
Even more troubling, from a practical perspective, is that
organizations are often unclear about their assumptions
towards the nature of knowledge. Therefore, KM
initiatives in organizations often become limited to the
management of data and information. This observation is
central to our argument in this article.
This paper aims to provide a theoretical framework
that explains the complexity of knowledge in the
organizational context, and how KM can be integrated
into an organization’s existing enterprise system. The
research question is: in light of the complexity and
inherent differences between knowledge, information,
and data, how can enterprise systems be used to
effectively manage knowledge in organizations?
To address this question, we introduce the concept of
knowledge identity (KI). KI refers to the collective
construal that an organization’s members have about their
previous, current, and future knowledge needs. We provide
a critical perspective about the assumptions that underline
organizations’ practice of KM, and argue how the
assumptions influence KI. We adopt Kemmis’s [14]
critical perspective framework, in that (a) we question the
assumptions underlying the subject matter and (b) we focus
on a social perspective rather than an individual aspect.
In the following sections, we first discuss the
theoretical background. Then we present why
knowledge, as presented in the extant literature, may fail
to be fully managed by enterprise systems. After that,
we discuss how organizations can integrate their
knowledge management systems (KMS) and enterprise
system. To this end, we introduce the concept of KI, and
propose a conceptual model of Enterprise Knowledge
Integration that draws upon existing literature and
illustrates how KI, knowledge assumptions, and
organizational culture can affect the integration of KM
and Enterprises systems. We finish with a discussion of
the implications of the concept and model.

2. Literature review
Enterprise systems are social-technical-ecological
systems in that they consist of humans, equipment, and
machines, as well as location and site [15]. Enterprise
systems principally include applications such as
enterprise resource planning (ERP) [16], supply chain
management (SCM), and customer relationship
management (CRM) [17]. Broadly defined, an
enterprise system may include content management
systems (CMS), enterprise social media (ESM) [18],
enterprise planning systems (EPS), and KMS.
Both the information systems and KM literatures are
replete with numerous studies that strive to provide insight
into how enterprise systems are, or should be, related to
organizational KM. For example, Bollojo et al. [19]

propose a conceptual model for integrating KM processes
and decision support systems. Their model is excessively
based on the concepts of data and information, evidenced
by their model representing data marts and warehouses as
repositories for knowledge. Xu et al. [20] present a
framework for integrating KM and ERP in an enterprise
information system (EIS). They emphasize that KM
systems should be integrated into enterprise systems to
increase a firm’s competitive advantages. They argue that
enterprise systems such as ERP can provide the
information platform for capturing, storing, sharing, and
innovating knowledge [16]. More recent studies provide
new perspectives on the effective integration of KM and
enterprise systems by appealing to new phenomena. For
example, Li et al. [20] propose a cross-enterprises
framework that incorporates Blockchain to meet the
security and distributed requirements for knowledge
sharing in manufacturing ecosystems. Others recognize the
power of enterprise social networking [21] and enterprise
social media [18] as online platforms that can facilitate
communication among people in supporting knowledge
activities such as knowledge sharing.
Despite these important theoretical and practical
endeavors, organizations still find it challenging to manage
knowledge via enterprise systems. We argue that the
assumptions that organizations make about the nature and
sources of knowledge play a critical role in the success or
failure of KM systems, as well as how enterprise systems can
facilitate the management of knowledge in organizations. To
this end, we propose the Enterprise Knowledge Integration
model for integrating KM into enterprise systems. Central to
the model is the concept of KI.

3. Knowledge Identity (KI)
Due to the lack of clarity in the KM concepts [22],
there are numerous definitions of KM in the literature
[23][24][25]. For example, Walczak [26] defines KM as
“any formal policy or informal personal methods that
facilitates the capture, distribution, creation, and
application of knowledge for decision making” (p. 331).
Whereas, Handzic [8] defines KM as an organizationally
specified process through which employees’ knowledge is
acquired, organized, and communicated, to help
employees work more effectively. Bounfour (as cited in
[27, p. 94]), provides a more comprehensive description of
KM: “a set of procedures, infrastructures, technical and
managerial tools, designed towards creating, sharing and
leveraging information and knowledge within and around
organizations”. Moreover, some studies focus only on a
few knowledge processes such as knowledge generation
and application [28], while others consider KM as the
management of a wider range of knowledge-related
activities including accessing, measuring the value,
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generating, transferring, using, representing, and
facilitating knowledge growth [29].
Central to the theoretical and conceptual ambiguity
is the lack of consensus about the definition and
understanding of the nature and sources of knowledge
[30]. First, knowledge is often defined in terms of what
constitutes knowledge. For example, “an organized
combination of rules, procedures, and information” [31,
p. 16]. Such definitions focus more on the component
parts of knowledge, rather than the implications of
knowledge value or use, or what knowledge has to offer
in a specific context. Second, others define knowledge as
a personal quality [12] and professional experience [32]
that is rooted in an individual’s actions, behaviors, and
experiences [33]. Third, still other definitions focus more
on the application of knowledge and the practices with
which knowledge is or should be associated. From this
perspective, knowledge is defined in terms of the
implications of knowledge and what knowledge is for.
For example, O’Dell and Grayson [34] define knowledge
as information in action. In the organizational context, the
objective of KM is seen to improve decision making and
promote organizational performance [35][36]. Melkas
and Harmaakorpi [37] and Intezari and Gressel [38]
define knowledge as a quality that informs and guides
decision making. These three conceptualizations of
knowledge are found in many definitions in the KM
literature with varying degrees of emphasis.
The multiplicity of knowledge definitions is mainly due
to the diversity of assumptions about the nature of knowledge.

3.1. Knowledge Assumptions: Knowledge in
Perspective
There are four major, and to some degree
contradictory, conceptions of knowledge that are used in
the KM literature. The conceptions include ‘knowledge as
an objective understanding’, ‘knowledge as an
experiential understanding’, ‘knowledge as an intuitive
understanding’, and ‘knowledge as a social phenomenon’.
Consistent with Kemmis’s [14] critical perspective
framework, we examine the assumptions that underlie
each conception, and emphasize that knowledge is a social
phenomenon and culture plays a significant role in KM.
3.1.1. Knowledge, an objective understanding.
The DIK pyramid [9] draws heavily upon the positivist
tenets about the nature of knowledge, defining knowledge
by making differentiations between knowledge,
information, and data [12][40]. This approach proposes
that data as the “representation of an object” [41, p. 364],
are “a set of discrete, objective facts about events” [42, p.
95] that comprise the foundational component of
knowledge [40]. Information is defined as processed data,

or data in a meaningful context [43]. Knowledge is then
defined as processed and validated information [44].
In an objective understanding of knowledge, the
components that construct knowledge can be explicitly
identified and managed in isolation from the knowledge
holder [2]. In this sense, knowledge can be converted back
into information and data. That is, knowledge is not innate,
but rather exists outside human beings. Knowledge can be
detached from the knowledge holder, computerized, and
stored in and managed by information systems. The
positivist approach seeks to discover absolute knowledge
of a phenomenon [45] and embraces realism and
objectivism, where knowledge is independent of the
knower and can be generalized to various situations [46].
Therefore, information systems are seen as appropriate
mechanisms to manage knowledge in organizations.
However, the DIK conception of knowledge offers an
over-simplified understanding of knowledge [47][48]. In
fact, the pyramid is an artifact of KM processes, not a
representation of reality [49]. In this paper, we critique that
idea that knowledge can be managed through information
systems. Our critique of the use of information systems to
manage knowledge is not new. For example, Hassell [13]
argues that knowledge resides in a physical human being and
there is no knowledge outside of experience. Similarly,
Markus [50] points out that information systems can only
manage explicit knowledge, as opposed to tacit knowledge.
Explicit knowledge is the knowledge that can be codified
and documented. Tacit knowledge, on the other hand, is
embodied knowledge that is difficult to codify and store [51].
The explicit-tacit bifurcation of knowledge extends the
KM conception of knowledge beyond a purely positivist
approach, to knowledge as an experiential understanding.
3.1.2.
Knowledge,
an
experiential
understanding. Knowledge as an experiential
understanding is knowledge obtained through experience
[51]. To a high degree, this approach is congruent with
the empiricist philosophical stance. According to this
school of thought, our experience is a substantive source
of knowledge [53][54]. That is, knowledge is not simply
accumulated information [55] or always explicit.
Knowledge is professional experience appropriate for a
domain [31]. It is rooted in people’s experiences and
expertise and used for solving problems [56][10].
This is tacit knowledge [57]. A person’s relevant
and experience-based knowledge can help generate new
solutions [58]. It is ‘know-how’ knowledge and it is
based on unconscious/conscious and reflective analyses
of previous observations [97] and/or a recognition of
patterns of events [51]. Experience-based knowledge is
personally-interpreted information related to one’s
ideas, observations, and judgments [55]. This
knowledge is experiential in that a person can apply
what he or she has learned from previous experiences to
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similar or different decision situations in the future.
Davenport and Prusak’s [12] definition of knowledge
reflects this approach: knowledge is “a fluid mix of
framed experience, values, contextual information, and
expert insights that provides a framework for evaluating
and incorporating new experiences and information. It
originates in and is applied in the minds of knowers” (p.
5). Experience-based knowledge is developed over time
[3] and modified by new experiences. Matthew and
Sternberg [57] emphasize that: “Experience-based
knowledge is context-dependent and typically develops
over time through an interactive learning process of
perception, action, and feedback” (p. 530).
In addition to the data and experience, another
source of knowledge is a priori knowledge.
3.1.3. Knowledge, an intuitive understanding.
Probably the least discussed approach to knowledge in the
enterprise systems field is the apriorism school of thought.
This is mainly so because knowledge from this perspective
is based on an internal process of subconscious analysis and
sensing [59] that engages emotion and feeling [59], which
makes any attempt to capture knowledge via information
systems doomed to failure [13]. Unlike the data- and
experience-based approaches to knowledge, which are a
posteriori knowledge, a priori knowledge is innate and can
be acquired through non-inductive means from a particular
source – a priori knowledge or intuition. Intuition is “the
capacity to know or apprehend something directly, without
any need for a justification, such as rational argument, to
support it” [61, p. 31]. According to the naturalistic decision
making (NDM) community, intuition is “based on large
numbers of patterns gained through experience, resulting in
different forms of tacit knowledge” [61, p. 164]. Intuition
implies one can know something instantaneously and
without conscious effort [63][64]. Intuitions can originate
from individual and social learning [65].
Finally, we extend the above discussion by arguing
that knowledge is not only a personal perspective, but
also a socio-cultural phenomenon that is embedded in
social processes and common values.
3.1.4. Knowledge, a socio-cultural phenomenon.
According to this approach, knowledge is a socially
complex phenomenon, rather than just the characteristic
of an individual or a set of stored and accumulated data
and information. Knowledge is rooted in social
processes in that knowledge develops and manifests
itself through human interactions in a societal context.
This approach draws upon the post-positivist
philosophical stance. According to the post-positivist
approach, a person can only imperfectly apprehend
reality because (a) the human intellectual mechanism is
flawed and (b) phenomena are fundamentally
intractable [66]. Since an individual’s perception of

phenomena around them is fallible, an individual cannot
gain a perfect understanding of the issues he/she deals
with [67]. Therefore, the best way for employees to
create and implement appropriate knowledge is through
the context of a community whose members are able,
keen, and willing to share knowledge and criticize each
other’s ideas and knowledge. Social learning theory can
explain why social context and interactions can serve as
a significant source of knowledge. This theory suggests
that people learn from each another, which occurs via
observation [68], and learning is very closely connected
to culture [69]. Therefore, knowledge is highly situated
and contextual [70], and inextricably linked with
common values and culture [13].
Organizational culture influences employee
behavior [69], and so it plays a crucial role in knowledge
processes such as sharing [10]. Organizational culture
represents the organization’s members’ values and
beliefs about themselves and their organization, and the
way that people actually do things in the organization.
Schein [71] defines organizational culture as: “a pattern
of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it
solved its problems of external adaptation and internal
integration, that had worked well enough to be
considered valid, and therefore, to be taught to new
members as the correct way to perceive, think and feel
in relation to those problems” (p. 9). Organizational
culture is directly linked to knowledge and influences
KM initiatives through norms and people’s values and
roles [72]. Without a supportive organizational culture,
KM initiatives will not be successful [73].
Cultural patterns originate from personal value systems
[74] and can profoundly influence a person’s perception of
how and to what extent he/she should perform knowledge
activities [2]. Nonaka and his colleagues [75][76][77] stress
that knowledge is deeply rooted in a person’s value system,
ideals, schemata, and mental models (i.e., thought world),
which are inseparable from the group. According to the
theory of thought worlds [78], a person’s thought patterns
and behavior are influenced by the context of the worldview
in which they live their lives.
A thought world is “a community of persons engaged in
a certain domain of activity who have a shared understanding
about that activity” [78, p. 182]. This definition is very similar
to what is known as ‘community of practice’ in the KM
literature. While community of practice emphasizes shared
competencies and social collaboration in working on similar
problems [79], thought world theory emphasizes knowledge
differences. The thought world theory is concerned with what
people know (‘fund of knowledge’), and how they know it
(‘systems of meaning’) [78, p. 182]. According to the theory,
people with different thought worlds make sense of situations
differently [80] and, therefore, they cannot easily share ideas.
Similarly, they may view one another's central issues as
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technologies that facilitate the operationalization of
people’s intuition and tacit knowledge.

Intuitive
understanding

Experiential
understanding

Objective
understanding

Knowledge
Assumptions

Table 1. Knowledge Assumptions

A socio-cultural
phenomenon

esoteric, if not meaningless [81]. In such a context, knowledge
is socially constructed and not neutral [82]. Instead,
knowledge “emerges as conflicting interpretations and action
possibilities are discussed and negotiated among the members
of a community” [83, p. 20]. The continuous evaluation and
critique of knowledge will eventually filter out and eliminate
the knowledge that is of less applicable value.
This fortifies the idea that knowledge is more than
a fixed set of data and information, but rather,
knowledge is dynamic and evolves [84]. Adopting
Langley’s [85] process thinking framework, we argue
that knowledge is not a fixed phenomenon. The process
thinking framework suggests that phenomena are
dynamic “in terms of movement, activity, events,
change and temporal evolution” [85, p. 271].
Knowledge changes and evolves as one (a) enacts
knowledge in different contexts and gains new
experiences and insight [10], and (b) discusses and
negotiates it with others [83, p. 20]. Understanding how
and why knowledge emerges, develops, and or
terminates over time is crucial in the effective
management of knowledge through enterprise systems.
Accordingly, we define knowledge as a dynamic
mixture of objective, experiential, and intuitive
understanding that emerges and evolves through sociocultural interactions. Aligned with this definition, KM is
a socio-cultural and systematic process of designing and
using an organization’s technological, cultural, and
businesses process infrastructures to facilitate
knowledge processes (creation, sharing, and
implementation) to create value by improving
productivity and decision-making quality. This implies
that real KM is not possible without community [13].
Table 1 summarizes the assumptions. Knowledge
assumptions are dynamic and may change over time or in
response to the knowledge needs of the organization. The
assumptions should be seen as complementary, and not
contradictory to each other. For example, different
departments in an organization may have different
assumptions about knowledge. The finance and/or
accounting departments may adopt a very strong positivist
approach toward knowledge (i.e., defining knowledge as
an objective understanding rather than an intuitive
understanding). In this case, enterprise systems may be
seen as an effective system for managing knowledge
through documenting knowledge in forms of data and
information. However, if a department or an organization
defines knowledge as being rooted in human experience
(e.g., customer service or human resources departments),
then any attempt to codify and store knowledge as data and
information would reduce the contextual applicability of
the knowledge. In an organization where knowledge is
seen as an intuitive understanding, emphasis should be put
more on procedures, processes, techniques, and

Key aspects

Definitions

- Knowledge
is derived
from data.
- Knowledge
represents a
discrete and
objective
fact.
- Experience
is a source of
knowledge.
- Experiencebased
knowledge is
know-how
knowledge.

“Knowledge is to be understood as a
phenomenon that is larger than
information but uses information as its
building material” [86, p. 233].

- A priori
knowledge is
a source of
knowledge.
- Intuitive
knowledge
- Knowledge
is dynamic
and evolves.
- Knowledge
is created
through a
social
process.

Knowing “something directly, without any
need for a justification, such as rational
argument, to support it” [88, p. 31].

“Knowledge is information that has been
authenticated and thought to be true” [55, p. 5].
“Information made actionable” [87].
Experience-based knowledge is an
understanding obtained through experience
[52].
“A fluid mix of framed experience, values,
contextual information, and expert insight
that provides a framework for evaluating
and incorporating new experiences and
information. It originates and is applied in
the minds of knowers” [12, p. 5].

Knowledge “emerges as conflicting
interpretations and action possibilities are
discussed and negotiated among the
members of a community” [83, p. 20].
“The acquisition of knowledge […] does not
occur in a vacuum. The social context […]
appears to have an effect on the individual’s
acquisition of knowledge. The acquisition of
knowledge, [is] a by-product of human
interaction” [89, p. 381].

The knowledge assumptions inform what each
department or organization should consider as their KI.

3.2. Components of KI: Knowledge Heritage,
Repertoire, and Aspiration
Weinreich [38] defines identity as “the totality of
one's self-construal, in which how one construes oneself
in the present expresses the continuity between how one
construes oneself as one was in the past and how one
construes oneself as one aspires to be in the future” (p.
80). In the IS context, Carter and Grover [90] define
identity as the degree to which one regards use of
technology as integral to one’s sense of self. In this study,
KI is defined as the characteristic of an organization that
refers to the totality of an organization’s self-construal,
which represents the organization’s collective construal
of its knowledge heritage, knowledge repertoire, and
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knowledge aspiration. In an organization with a strong
KI, people have (a) clear assumptions about the nature
and sources of knowledge and (b) an understanding of
their organizational knowledge heritage, repertoire, and
aspiration. An organization’s KI represent the collective
construal of its knowledge heritage, knowledge
repertoire, and knowledge aspiration.
3.2.1. Knowledge heritage refers to the extent to
which an organization’s members have a clear
understanding of (a) what and how knowledge was
created, shared, and implemented in the past, (b) what
knowledge was important in the past and why, and (c)
what knowledge has disappeared and why. Rather than
only dealing with what knowledge has been inherited,
knowledge heritage is concerned with how much people
are aware of the knowledge that has evolved, survived,
or disappeared over time. Are the organization’s
members aware of any knowledge that is no longer of
interest or useful for the organization? What knowledge
was necessary and important in the past? Why some
knowledge is still used in the organization, and why
some knowledge has been overlooked or disappeared?
3.2.2. Knowledge repertoire represents the body of
knowledge that exists in an organization at any given
point in time. As far as KI is concerned, knowledge
repertoire refers to the extent to which an organization’s
members are aware of (a) what knowledge exists, (b)
what knowledge is important/not important, and (c) what
knowledge is being created, shared, and implemented at
the present time. The combination of the understanding
an organization’s knowledge heritage and repertoire
helps the organization and its members save time and
energy by avoiding developing and pursuing a knowledge
solution that has proven to be ineffective in the past.
3.2.3. Knowledge aspiration refers to how
organizational members construe their needs for
knowledge in the future. An organization with a high level
of knowledge aspiration encompasses members who have
a clear understanding of (a) what knowledge will be
available in the future, (b) what knowledge they will need,
and (c) what knowledge they would like to have in the
future. Knowledge aspiration can inform future
recruitment and training programs in the organization.
The role of KI in the integration of KM and
enterprise systems is explained below.

4. Enterprise Knowledge Integration Model
As illustrated in Figure 1, the integration of KM into
enterprise systems should be based on an organization’s KI.
That is, the organizational policies, processes, and methods
that facilitate the creation, sharing, and implementation of

knowledge should be informed by the organization’s KI.
Organizations with ambiguous assumptions about what they
mean by knowledge, and/or lack an understanding of
knowledge heritage, repertoire, and aspiration, are very
likely to end up with enterprise systems that are nothing
more than data management systems.
Based on an analysis of the data and information
availability and needs, enterprise systems can influence
the organization’s KI by determining what knowledge
currently exists and/or will be required for better
decision making. For example, what data and
information will be needed in the future, and whether
the organization has the knowledge required to use and
make sense of its data and information?
Organisational
Culture

KI

Knowledge
Processes

Enterprise
Systems

Knowledge
Assumptions

Figure 1. The Enterprise Knowledge Integration model

According to the model of Enterprise Knowledge
Integration (Figure 1), organizations need to have a strong
KI. An organization with a strong KI enjoys a clear and
accurate understanding of their knowledge sources,
needs, and activities in the past, present, and future.
The Enterprise Knowledge Integration model is based
on the idea that the sources of knowledge are people and
information, and they should be managed as inextricably
interrelated. Specifically, data must be used in conjunction
with human knowledge and reasoning [91]. According to the
model, enterprise systems should be seen as a solution that
integrates all data and information [42] to support
knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge
implementation. In doing so, enterprise systems can provide
features that facilitate both technical and social processes
related to the knowledge processes, and these processes can
help employees make better decisions and work more
effectively. For example, in a multinational company,
enterprise systems should support communication among
experts, who speak different languages, by providing a
Cross-Lingual Knowledge Retrieval (CLKR) system, which
“enables the user to search for required knowledge and
expertise across a number of sources, which are originally
distributed across different languages” [38, p. 82].
It is also important to mention that the knowledge
processes are interrelated [2], and therefore KM systems
should deal with whole knowledge lifecycles and align
them together in order to create business value [92].
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Moreover, enterprise systems and KM integration should
be aligned with the organization’s culture, as shown in Figure
1. Organizational culture can support or suppress an
organization’s capacity and ability to use its knowledge
sources [12][93]. Shared values and beliefs towards
knowledge activities is a critical component in successful KM
initiatives. People’s cultural experiences and worldviews
affect their knowledge and perception of the phenomena
around them. If the organizational culture does not support
shared commitment towards knowledge processes,
knowledge technologies will not necessarily improve
knowledge processes, no matter how advanced the technology
infrastructures are [2][94]. The type of information technology
that is used in the organization should be aligned with the
organizational culture [95], and support the existing social
network to support knowledge processes [79].
In short, we agree with Davenport and Prusak, that the
goal of knowledge is “to produce insights that drive better
decisions” [96, p. 8]. KM creates value when it improves
productivity by making knowledge available that enables
informed decisions and actions [34][97]. However, not all
problems cannot be solved through routine analysis of data
and information [98], or necessarily solely through routing
applications of extant knowledge [58]. Creating, sharing,
and implementing knowledge is not simply a function of
codification, storing, and dissemination of data and
information; it is a function of the personal and social
characteristics of the knowledge itself. That is, employees’
social interactions should be supported by enterprise
systems that lead to the effective creation, sharing, and
implementation of knowledge. Enterprise systems can be
helpful only when they are designed and implemented
based on an integrative model of the socially complex and
dynamic characteristics of knowledge.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we argue that the failure of effectively
integrating KM into an organization’s enterprise systems
is, to a high degree, due to ambiguity in the knowledge
assumptions that underlie the organization’s KM and
enterprise systems. Organizations are often unclear about
what they mean by knowledge, and whether what they
really want to manage is data, information, or knowledge.
The diverse and often contradictory assumptions about
knowledge can lead organizations to fail to effectively use
the full potential of their knowledge.
We discussed four major assumptions about the
nature and sources of knowledge: knowledge as an
objective understanding, an experiential understanding,
an intuitive understanding, and as a socio-cultural
phenomenon. The four assumptions are complementary
to each other, in that each may provide a more accurate
understanding of the nature and sources of knowledge

in different decision contexts, departments,
organizations, and industries. From this discussion, we
defined knowledge as a dynamic mixture of objective,
experiential, and intuitive understanding that emerges
and evolves through socio-cultural interactions.
We proposed an Enterprise Knowledge Integration
model that outlines the key factors that must be taken into
account to integrate KM into enterprise systems. The
model incorporates perspectives from epistemological
discourses and social identity to develop a theoretical
framework of the process by which knowledge can be
more effectively managed in organizations. The
integration of KM into enterprise systems is more than
just a technological integration problem. Central to the
model is the new concept of KI. KI is an organization’s
self-image, the internalized meanings and expectations
associated with the organization’s members’ beliefs
about what should be considered as knowledge. This
includes what knowledge was important in the past, what
knowledge they need and/or create now, and what
knowledge they will need or wish to have in the future.
KI determines the importance of the knowledge that is
available or needed at any point of time.
According to the model, enterprise systems play a
critical role in enhancing the organization’s KM capacity
and the success of the KM initiatives; however, without
having a strong KI, enterprise systems may fail to fully
manage knowledge. Knowledge is a socially complex
phenomenon. People’s engagement in the processes of
knowledge creation, sharing, and implementation is
profoundly influenced by organizational culture.
This paper contributes to the body of knowledge by
providing a comprehensive understanding of the
complexity of knowledge and proposing a theoretical
framework that can be used for theory development in
the IS disciplines. The prevailing approach in the KM
and enterprises systems literatures is that knowledge is
a personal quality. This paper extends this
understanding by conceptualizing knowledge as a sociocultural phenomenon. Moreover, the Enterprise
Knowledge Integration model and the new construct of
KI lay the foundation for a more nuanced understanding
of the nature of knowledge in organizations, and for
theorizing on the integration of KM into enterprise
systems. While KM theorists have dedicated substantial
scholarly effort to understanding the complexity of
knowledge, the prevailing approach to knowledge in the
information systems field is the DIK pyramid.
Considering knowledge as a higher level of data and
information leads to incorrect assumptions for designing
and implementing enterprise systems in organizations.
This study also offers a theoretical basis that
operationalizes the concept of ‘effective use’ [99][100] in the
IS field. There is still a need for more research about the

Page 4896

social dynamics of knowledge in the organizational context.
We are confident that the concept of KI in the KM and
enterprise systems literatures offers a fruitful avenue for
future research. Future studies can examine the impact of KI
on individual and organizational performance in relation to
knowledge creation, sharing, and implementation.
The concept of KI can shed light on the role of KM
in the adoption and use of emerging technologies such
as Big data analytics and artificial intelligence (AI). KI
offers a new framework for both AI developers and end
users to develop, implement, and use AI in an effective
alignment with existing Enterprise systems.
The Enterprise Knowledge Integration model can
provide a practical framework for organizations to better
understand the technological and social features
involved in KM. In light of the KI concept,
organizations and managers may revise their current
approaches to their KM initiatives and the use of
enterprise systems in managing their knowledge.
Organizations can conduct surveys to identify the level
of KI across the organization, at different managerial
levels or in different departments. These investigations
can help organizations assess whether individuals and
groups in the organization truly understand their
knowledge needs at the individual, group, and
organizational levels at any given point in time. KI
assessment helps organizations start thinking through
who they are (what they know) and what their
knowledge purpose (what they need to know) is.
To conclude, we strongly suggest that knowledge is a
complex phenomenon and KM is a function of personal and
social characteristics of the knowledge. We hope that the
introduction of the new concept of KI provides new insights
into the complexity of knowledge and KM in organizations.
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